
.

ED 078 275

< AUTHOR
TIfiLE

INSTITUTION, DATE
NOTE 3

EDRS piudg
DESCRIPTORS

JI

',ABSTRACT
.The Extension Division Committee of the University of

Missouri, St. Lour, in. addressing itself to evaluating.teaching
effectiveness lik.extension-adminidtered programso.held as central
concerns: (1) ,that most evaluation systems tend: to be subjective; (2)
that evaluations of programs and faculty who taught in them must.be

,undertaken;'(3) that empluative information, once accumulated, could
".

provide meaningful ins ht into a facultyfieMbees teaching
-effectiveness;-and (4) that faculty membersshould be able to'cboose .
how they wanted to be evaluated..The.foliowing sOmmarizes the system
Presented here: (1) Each Extension program will be evaluated by Form

. A;" (2) Each faculty member who participated in the program (for 45
minutes or more will be evaluated either by a short or i.ong form or
by a'jury of peers; and 3) Follow -mpa evaluations will be -conducted
to deterMine tie long-range impact. of extentiofi programs. Evaluation
Forms A through-b-artprovided..(Author/C,B) !
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Introduction
,

.
-/

EValuating teachingeffectivenesi is both a private and public matter.
. .

t 7 '

Itis private when viewed by an individual faculty menber who uses the
.

, %
.

evaluation data as a benchmark eo.inatitnte improvement in hip.or her

classroom performance. It is public matter when a group of, adult
.

.

,

, 4

.asks the question:, "Has, the time I speat in this continuing education class
. .

. . .

1

.
been worthwhile and productive to me and/or my employer?"

i

.

1

Evaluation ofteaching-effectiveliess in the extension-claiiroom is now,
..

.#

. and always has bemoccurring. Aiilt.leatneri, manj of laboal are employed and
,

1--

A

all of'whom bring experience and often vastly diverse.backgrounds into the
._.

extension classroOm, leave the l earning exexperience with attitudes ranging... .

. . .;

(
.Jonr a continuing from "This was the most worthwhile prOgrai I haVe ever attsided"

..,

to
1
"Wow

9
was ay time wastime ted!!' The ultimate ,response of the learner'

.

i

..
..

is overt b

s, exhibited

ehavior,,is tlat they are either eager to return, or vow never to "
.

return, to. the continuing education clessrooit.

4
t.

t

t!'

ib

* "Extension programs, as used in this document refer to siecial, short-term, ,
-

non -crops

continuing education programs foridults,such as conferences, institutes,
4

workshops and colloquia. It was-not Within. the charge 14 the Coimittee to design
sy.Atma to Avaluate faculty teaching in exienalon-administered coUrses for'credit.

.
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Faculty themselves now evaluate, and have always evaluated, their

extension claisroom performance. Stich evaluation ranges fro& formal measures

of change induced in the learners to non - measurement resulting

.in a personal reaction summed in a generalized. phrase like "I did well

today--I feel that I really taught'thopestudents." Whatever evaluates

.

teaching effectiveness in extension programs by whatever method, one/fact

P - ,

is clear: extension imOgrame and faculty who teach, %in them are-always-
.

. ,

°evaluatedeither formaLly or informally.

1
. . .r.- -1- s.

aThe plan presented here is lot system -to evaluate teaching effective- .

.

ness in extension programs designed to formalize and standardize the evalua-

,. 4
_ N- ,

tion process. The rationale for evaluation in bided, in part, upon. the-.

I

f ollowing factors :

1. The extension function of a faculty member is one of the

three missions of a state university and land-grant-college.
. .

Evaluation is mandated if UHSI, is to conduct *table and-
;

meaningful extension programs which serve the educational

0 -
. .

1 tax dollars or private dollars, are being held accountable

needs of Missourians. For example, resident teaching is
.

..evaluat4ed:',Research (and the resulting publications)

evaluated. It logically follows that extension programs

and faculty' who teach.them'must be evaluated.

All levels of
.
education, whether financially supported by

dr

frik performance.
_ .

3. Faculty members, by and large, want to be evaluated. They

want to knew how well they perform in orderto have infor-

. nation upon. 'which-fill:1r teaching behaviors can be altered.

4

4



.

3

se

Faculty, by nature of their 'profebsion, continually seek

ways of imprbving their clissrooe. performance.

-4.. Promotion and tenure committees need data upon which to

-base. their recOemendation that a faculty member be raised

to the next academic rank and/orObe granted tenure. Since

teaching in extension programs is a part of.a faculty

member's responsibility at a state university And land-
.

grantpillege, lo gical that information relited to

.5
this performance be sought by,-and be of value tb, promo-.

tionSand tenure committees:

This rationale addresses 4.teelf to "Why evaluate teaching effectiveness

'1n-extension programs?" When discussing any-evsluation--especialli of teaching

effectiveness7oneleust look at the objectiveness of measurement and the

iOnfOuitdinkvariables-which.affeet evaluation.
. A .

u. " t, . .

,ObJectiveneas'of'Evaluaring Teaching Performance - :

.

The evaluation- of teaching is subjective, at best, whether -that 'evaluation-

is done in,a college credit classroom with undergiaduates or in an extension

mon-credit, continuing educatiOn classroom with adult learners. The literature

dealing with the evaluation of teaching,Points out-that the variables which

affect evaluation-and includes such factors-as class size, content of instruction;

.
, -

. .
. . .-

why the learner participates, whether the program is-at the graduate orgunder-

gradubte:level, personality ofcthe instructor, experiential limitations of. the

learneeht.prio course expe4tations, the learner's background, age, ger, health,

attitudes -and valwes j>gt to mention a few.

The evalugt'm of rang, by contrast, if conducted to measure behavioral
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change induced in the leariers, can. he oiljective given that the evaluation

is carefully and. systematically undertaken. An ideal procedure is to measure

I
the cognitive, Affective and psyChomotor skills of the ledrners before they

.

440

enter-the learning processi teach to behaviorally defined' objectives, and then

'measure what has been learned with somewhat detailed.oblective tests. The

teats must be designed meticulously using accepted test copstrud Mtion-ethods
. , . .

and proceduies. Follow-up testing dt some latertime to measure retention
."

of learning completes ,the ideal model. . ,

0 . ,

'while evaluation of learning can be objective,'it is nearly impossible

io do in an extension program of limited duration.. EVeA though this kind of

'evaluation would be the best indicator of teething effectiveness,'we are foiced
Ar ,

to settle for the kind of evaluation which is used in the college credit class-

room. That is, we -turn to the. opinions of learners (ova'jhry of peers) to
. .

o
1

-'obtaip an expression of/their feelings as to w hether or not 'a.teacher, was efgec-

. .i

'11

.
..

ti .

,

This kind of evaluation tends to he subjectisfe, but it must be underetbod

that even the judgement de piomotion-And.tenuie committee is based 'on subjec-..

.

tive.4

data. That is to-say, the expressions of scholaiawho critique redearch .

. ..

aresubjective, the opinions of peers about a tolleague'd publication are subjec-

,>
1

,

tive, and the feelings of students about a teacher's effettiveness are subjective.

.

And, while an administrator might well place justifiable reliance on the,advice

of.a promotion and tenure committee,'hip'ultimate decision rests on subjective

information.

A System for Evaluating Teaching. Effectiveness
in Extension - Administered Programs at MM._

1
%.

There are three levels of evaluation which the Committee suggests. The first
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,deals with, an overall program evaluation'and the second deals with specific

o.

evaluatior'ofa faculty .member's teaching performance in a program. .The third,

. i ,

,related to evaluation of the overall program ant of teaching effectiveness, is
I

s

1 o 1

concerned With a follow -up method of evaluation.
.

,
'

. ,
.-

'Evaluating Extension Programa,

The.Committee recommends that the Continuing Education Program Evaluation

-\ Form presented as Appendix A be administered at the coneluaio, of an extension

4
°

rogram.
.

The reason
/
for the use of this form id that it is recogmizedy evaluating

a program in izs entirety, proper assessment may be made of the contribution

.

of,individual faculty mothers who participated in the program..

-___---Operationally, it shall be the responsibility of the extension education

coordinstor.in charge ofthe,program to administer this instrument and, tabulate

the results. 'or every program, a,,,copi oethe eyaluation'shall be transmitted

to the dean of extension, assistant dean (or director) in thargof the program,

abd,to each member of'the planning committee who helped to plan the program,

The assistant dealCor director shill transmit a copy of the overall evaluation

to each faculty member who taught in the program iswell as to the chairman of

the sponsoring academic department(0) and dean of the appropriate school or

college. The.director of noncredit programs shall maintain a file of all

program evaluations.

It is suggested that the form be used'for,a period of ode year and then

,be evaluated toPascertain its effectiveness in impravin Act quality of extension

programs and teaching effectiveness of faculty.
t

.4

e



6

',4
.

;Evaluating Teaching Effectiveness.
.-

.

The Committee recommends two.1evels of 'faculty evaluations as well as an

r

.,
-.

0 0

alternate plan for both of these evaluations.
.,!tp

.

. Level 1. The Faculty Evaluation Form-preset'ited as Appendix B-1 ,

is to he'usedwhen a faculty Member teaches in In extension
. . ,

program fiomthree quarters of an'hour to three hours of contact
A

4 q
time.

Level 2. The-4Aculty Evaluation Form presented as Appendix B-2

is to be used when'a faculty member teaches in an extensiod

program for tbree.or more hours of contact time.

Operationally, both forms are to be tailor-made for each program by, .

inserting the name(s) of the faculty meMber(s) in the appropriate space and

then duplicated. dpertions appearing on the program shall be evaluated

4!
. 7

including adjunctlaculty, Wh ile the, assistant dean or program directqr will

be resgedsible to see that the evaluations are completed,-the exansion coordi-

A

nett:m.1,3111 administer the instruments and transmit the originals to the appro-

priate assistant dean or director who shall retiew the evaluations and consult"
I

individually with eachficu#vmember.

In the event that the prograin 14611 not allow sufficient time for learners

to complete the Form B-2 evaluations, the CbOdinator will mail thelform to a

random sample of registrants. Included with the form sha be a self-addressed

envelope with a cover letter of, explanation stressin: the importance of the

evaluation and urging the registrant to return the completediform.

The evaluation forms are not to-be reproduc d by any Meansfin order to
1*

maintain confidentiality of the information. In no instance is the information'

to be Shown to'anyone other than the faculty m er to whom theevaluation7applies.
ro

I
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It Wil;;be the responsibility of the assistant dean or program director
...

tcitrandieit the-evaluatitutpe.dahn Of,extenaion along with an optional
! 7 ., r - e . . : .:

... . , 4

. . cgver letter which contains any peqinent observatioUb about the faculty
,..--...-1- ..,

v, f.

member's teaching performance. The evaluations will be appropriately filed

(6x, faculty name); idcluded with the'evalUation shall' be a brochure or course
,

... .

announcement pertaining to the grog as well as-copy of the overall program

.
'evaluatiom

4 A
-ferm.

.
.

.,..

o

The assistant/dean or program director shall llve access,to the file
.

r

duringpormal office hours. Under no.circumetarIces shall information be
*6

removed from. the files.

Alternate Evaluation Plan. Should a faculty member desire; he or shellay
1

. choose not to be.evaluaied.by the learners but elect to be evaluatedbie jury

! of peers. (See Appendix C for the suggested evaluation farm.) If he follows,
. .

'this plan, he must submit a list of three colleagues from any'campusIi the

'

University of Missouri and a-list of three practitioners 'from outside the

-UniverMOty community ;who are in position to judgt big teaching,effectiveness.
0

,

The assistant dean ortprogrim director shall randomly, select two people from

, the list-of six and arrange for them.to attend4he program to ratehe ficuity

member's teachitg effectiveness'.

. The evaluation form shall pat be reproduced by any means,in order to

maintain its cAfidential nature. In no instance is the information to be

shared With anyone other than the faculty member to whom the evaluation applies?
,

.

The foims will then be forwarded to the dean of extension for filing.

Theassistant dean or program director may wish to include a letter of trans -

mittal covering pertinent information which has a Veering on the ju s evalue-

tion'of:the faculty member's teaching effectiveness., The evaluet nsdwill-be

\o.

r
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. .

filed by faculty name; inpluded with the evaluation.: shall be a course

F

4 6

f 1 A

announcement or biochure, and'a copy of the overall program evaluation form.
1

.

A faculty m er requesting the juy evaluation is.to let his wishes be

4

known at least thirty- -days prior 'td the time he is to appear on the program.
...

:

A stipend of $10 per obE(ervation hour sh 1 be paid to each member of the

*
,

..-
. # . /

jury. Should a jury member have to trav 1 more than fifty tiles (round trip)

q-
to the site of the program, he_shall also be reimbursed for travel (from 1.1SL)

:.

,

.
and Other necessary expenses as determine by the assistant dean or the

. 4. .

4 '
, .1 4

tO
4

program director oflexten4on. ,

,

Follow-up Evaluation

ApproxiMately six months after a program has been completed,' the assistant

dean or program director willtconduct a follow-up evaluation of selected

extension progi:ams by intervigwing.a sample of progranpaiiiC3pailts. This

interview 411,be a structured telephone interview following the form which

is presented as Appendix D. A key element to be investigated in this:eve

is behaliioral change, attributable to parti.cipation in the extension - administered

Program.

This follow -up interview will provide additional evaluative data which can

be cmpared with the4valuation obtained at theimmediate conclusion of the

,program. Such oration Will add to the objectivity of the Overall evaluation.

.4v-
The assistant dean or program director will forward the information tathe

..
, .

.dean of extension with an optional letter of.transmittal. The form will be filed
,

in each faculty member's file who taught in theinogram. Should the assistants

,

dean deem it appropriate;` the information twill be shared with the committee which

planned the program and the faculty who taught in it.



r.

.1.

0

9

Si:Winery-
.\\

.The Committee, in addressing iibelf to svdluatingstiaching Iffectiveness
4

,in ,extension- administered programs, held as central concerns: (1) that moat

iValuationaiitems tend to be subJectre; (2) that'evaluationi of programs
s

and faculty who taught in them must be'undertaken; (3) that evaluative

information, once ,accumulated, could prdvide meaningful Insight into a faculty

member's teaching effectiveness; and (4) that faculty meMbets should be able

to dhoose how they wanted to be evaluated.

41,

The.following will summarize the'sysiemTreeented here:

1. EaChExtensln progy will be'eWaluate4 by Form A.

2. Each faculty member w o participated'in'the program.

(for forty-five minut s'or more) will be evaluated

either by

a) a short form (11) 'or lonkform (B-2)

41)) by a jury of peers (C)

3. Followolip evaluations will be conducted to detarmine.the 'long-

range impdct of extension programs (D).

/

*

.

a.

_fl
.0
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UNIVERSITY OF MISSOURIST. LOU IS
Extension Division

/
, . Continuing Education Program Evaluation Form

4

...NAME OF PROGRAM:., a DATE, :

An important part of any educational program is Is evaluption. Your help in as4isting the Extension Division to improve its programs

will be of great help in planning similar' programs. We are swot searching for compliments; we need your horiest opinion about the

program you have just completedV 1

1, How would you rate the overall program as an educational experience?

Excellent .Very Good Good Fair Poor

2. To What extent did the prbgram content meet, your needs and interests?

O'very Will To some extent Very little

3... What would you have added to the program?

4. - What would you have deleted from the program?

5. What benefits (if any) Ad you reeive from Pricipating in the program?

. ,

10 --
II

.6. How would yoti rate the following? .,,-
?

.
.

Excellent Very Gocrd Good Fair Poor . .

, Facilities \ 0
, ,

1

Meals I. 0 -. 1

Helptilness of.staff '. . .

7. Please comment critically on any or all of the presentations:

.

i

Will your job or personal behavior change as a resyi;ofthis continuing 'education fir;ar.i:

Definitely Probably Undecided Pribably Not Definitely Not

If yei,HOW?

9. OTHER COMMENTS:

July. 1973

c
We

Name'
(optional)

Pate:



UNIVERSITY OF MISSOURI-ST. LOUIS.
Exteni(on Division

Faculty Evaluation Form,1:3-1

N

'NAME OF PROGRAM.
DATE.

If you have not had
opportunity to observe a
given faculty member.
please draw a line through

his or.her-name.

f=aculty Member

Relevance

of material

Organization
of material-.
(logical
sequence)

Exc.

Good

/
Fair
Poor . ..

1 Exc.

Good
Fair

Poor

4
, Exc.

-good .

Fair

. Poor

Ex. *

Goo E.

Fel-
Poor

Exc. b
Good
Fair
Poor

Exc.

Good
Fair
Poor

COMMENTS:

Exc.

Good
Fair
Poor 0

Exc.

flood
Fair
Poor '

Teaching

techniques

(Methods
appropriate
to inaterial)

IClarity of
presenta-

tion,

-.

.:
;

;

-cl
0 ,

, ,/
0 0 ,

-
41.

0

0 ,

.

Retponsive
ness to

needs and

interest
of group

,

,, /
,

.
Q ,

. '

0

.
0 '

. i*

. . 0
. 0.

L.3 .

0 o' 10

.

o , '.

C'

C.I.

13

-r.i

0a
0
0

.
.,,

. ,
O

Name'

Date: (
4 .

Please note that the information yeu provide will be kept confidential. You'need not sio the'evaluation form if you do not wis h to

'o so. Only summaries of al of the evaluations lie shared with the instructors,/

July, 1973

'4,

9
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UNIVERSITY OF MISSOURI-ST. LOUIS \
i Extensien Division,

Faculty Evaluation form 8-2

.. I
A -: .

. :
Name of instructor Beihg Evaluated-

a . ,

Name of Prbgra 1
'.'.A .

-.
. - e

: ch of the statements below deals with a characteristic of instructors -which adults fqe Ito be important. Please rate the instructor.

whose name appears above by placing a check rriailc () iri the boX, which best expresses your opinion about him.

There are. no "right" of ;iwrong" answers. Just,be honest in your rating and express your own feelings. When the information is
shared with the instructor,, ur name will not be.associated with it. You may or may not wish to sign the form.

a /

1 .!

$

.. . .
- \ , 1." The' instructor was helpful to me when I had difficulty I understanding the
4 material he presented 4. : . :,.. .. . ,I e

- r: .--. ; .4 ,.--. ... 7 .

2: Ile (Or she) appeared sensi,tive to my feelings and problemi".
- ,

: s , / , . .

3. Hewes flexible Ithangecl his plattS to meet my interests and n
-

4. He made roe 441 free to ask questions, disagiee, and'express my ideas

IleHis speedh wd4Adequate for teaching .

i

1.

He was interested in th.9,sidijedt

7.; 1 He usit'd illistiatiOns'otrsex'aMples to Clarifymterials

8. He presented materials in a iiellorganjzed manner .
'ct' .

9. The instructor stimulated my thipking

10. He presented material in an inteies

11. His instru.c.tional materials (includi audioal$sualr4were pertinent to the topics
presented. . . . . . ' . ... .... vi

12.. He made it clear how the topic was related to my-needs

13. He seemed wellprepared to teach this class

m or never wasted;14.. Class time was sell
:-
.18. Overall, he was on

r.

-

of the blmt instructors I haveever hat;

cc,

b
Ir .

C.

b <5'sa. 4 4. \t)S Q
co

'lease make additional comments about the instruCtoShich you feel'are important to his teadtpingiffectiyeness.

k

Jury, 1973

.
. Name:

Date
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Faculty member being evaluated:

UNIVERSITY -OF MISSOURI-ST. LOUIS
Extension Division

Jury Evaluation Form for Teaching Effectiviness

1
Name of Extension program:

7.

4

Date: No. of hours-observed:

Each of the items below deals with a characteristic ofinstrUctors which adult learners feel to be important. Rate the faculty mem-

ber by placing a check nark at the appropriate point on the scale. Please add your comments under each question which will clarify

or explain your rating.
4

1. Was the faculty member organized? ,

I.
. well
organized

Use this space for examples or comments.

. disorganized

.
. .

2. Did he (or she present material.in a logical sequence? .
- ,

I i ' -I I 1

logical . f . illogical.
a

. .

3. WeisWei the instructor interested in the subject?

I I . 1. ( . I . I I'l

.uninterested - ' . interested

4. Did he use illustrations.or exanipies to clarify key points?

I' I

none

5. Did he take into consideration the unique experience and backgrou 'els of

the'learners?

very mtich

I

-11 -
6. Did the insiuctor,seem to stimulate learners' thinking?

I_
I

not at all very much

Did he dwell upon the.obvious?

le .on intr used

obvious
-interesting ideas

.

OVER
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si -

8. 1Nas the faculty member flexible for example, did he change his plans to-.
meet the expressed needs of ttk learners)? ----I1.

flexible rigid

?
.

9. i Were his learning objectives clear-to the learners?
.. .

I 'I I I I I .

obvious - not clear at all

Use this space for exarlIplesor comments;

10. Did he appear sensitive to the students' feelings and problems?

-

insens very sensitive.

v

A

11. Did he encourage questions, disagreements, discussiop?

I I I j I

very intolerant

encouraging

12. Was his speech adequate for. teaching?

inadequate very adequ. e

Did he present the materialin an interesting way? .

.
I I I

dull very interesting

7 A

14... :Overall, how would you rate the faculty member on his teachingeffectiveness?

I - - 1\30 I f -- I I . I
among the A----N among the least.

t9p 10%6) effective I

faculty I- have known

have known
. .. -

a.

2

Please go back over the list and place a check mark (V) before Name'

the five items which you consider to be most importint in
evaluating a faculty member's teaching effectiveness. ;t tle

Based on what you have observed in th(is program, please , Address'

make additional comments about the faculty member on a
seperate page and attach to this forn4

. Date:

July. 1973 t- S.
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UNIVERSITY OF MISSOURI-ST. Louis.
'Extension Division

Follow-u? Program Evaluation, Interviewgchedula

Name of Interviewee-
-'

Faculty who taught in the program-

.

Hello, my name is . I am with the Extension Division of the University of Missouri-St. Louis.
,

and I am calling about the Extension program you attended at

If you will recall, the name of the program was
I am helping the Dean evaluate the program and would really appreciate your help. Do you have a few minutes to talk?

1

on

---1. Do you remember participating in this program?
,-

Yes _ No

2. Can you remember what your overall rating of the ogram was?

Would you still rate it the same way now?

n you remember the name of an instructor who did an

e stapding teaching job?

Yes No,

Yes No

4. Whop What do you particularly remember about this instruct

Do you recall some things you learned from participating intle program?
_

a .

5. Did your rticipating in the program in any way influence:

your pee bnal life? flow?

the way you to your job? How?

your career development? How?

6. Would you recommend that someone else take the program?

Comments:

4

ERIC rlearinehouse

JUL 2,3 1971

on Adult Luucat&on

O

4


